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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
A number of barriers to school success exist, many of which—poverty, trauma, 
lack of funding, to name a few—are areas over which schools have little control. Teacher 
effectiveness, however, is something schools can improve. Administrators, often the 
primary source of instructional feedback in schools, are routinely occupied in day-to-day 
school operations, leaving teachers without regular opportunities to receive feedback on 
how to improve their effectiveness. This grant proposal aims to secure funding to 
develop, implement, and evaluate an application for touchscreen devices that allows 
students, especially those who are high needs and potentially at risk of dropping out, to 
give feedback to their teacher about their experience in the classroom, thus providing a 
mechanism for teachers to receive more regular and timely instructional feedback.  
This grant proposal is directed to the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of 
Innovation and Improvement Request for Applications (RFA) for the Education 
Innovation and Research (EIR) Program - Early-Phase Grant (see Appendix A for the 
RFA). Table 1 shows an overview of the project, which will take 24 months to complete. 
Table 1 
Project Timeline 
 Months 1-6 Months 6-12 Months 12-18 Months 18-24  
Phase I –Tool 
Development 
     
Phase II –Feedback 
Framework 
     
Phase III – Pilot 
Study 
     
Phase IV – 
Preliminary Rollout 
     




The project will be conducted by a two-person research team—Zachary Lauritzen 
and a graduate research assistant—as well as in contract with an app and web 
development company. Funding requested for the project is $759,246. An outline of key 
components of the project are described in Table 2. 
Table 2 
General description of the project 
Project title  
Giving high needs students a voice: A grant proposal to 
create a touchscreen app to gather real time student 
instructional feedback 
Funding Program 
U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Innovation 
and Improvement Education, Innovation, and Research 
program 
Type of research Exploratory mixed methods 
Invitational Priorities 
Priority 1 – Supporting High-Need Students 
Priority 2 – Improving the Effectiveness of Principals 
Lead PI (title, name, 
position) 
Zachary Lauritzen, College of Education, UO 
List of research team 
members 







Total funding requested $759,246 
Project duration 24 months 
 
The RFA for the EIR - Early-Phase Grant includes four parts: (a) Part I, the cover 




narrative, and (d) Part IV, a one-page abstract, the resumes of the research team, a 
reference list, and any letters of support. For the purposes of the dissertation, I have 
organized this document into five chapters: Project Significance, Project Design and 





CHAPTER II: PROJECT SIGNIFICANCE 
Instructional feedback is information given to a teacher so that they know what to 
continue doing, do more or less of, and to provide ideas for replacement instructional 
strategies for ineffective practices, with the overarching goal of improving classroom 
practices and student learning. A number of potential sources of instructional feedback 
are available to teachers: instructional coaches, administrators, self-analysis, peers, 
parents, and students. Some sources of feedback, such as administrator evaluations, 
instructional coaching, or mentorship programs, have formalized processes with forms, 
schedules, and step-by-step procedures (Irving, 2004). Students also provide feedback 
through both formal and informal methods. Informally, students give feedback through 
actions such as attendance rates, levels of participation in class, on and off-task 
behaviors, homework completion, assessment scores, etc. (Cross, 1988). Teachers can 
interpret these behaviors and adjust their instruction accordingly. Formal student 
evaluation typically comes through an end-of-course survey, common in higher education 
(Fresko & Nassar, 2001), but uncommon in K-12 schools (MET, 2012). Ostrander (1996) 
reviewed prior research on K-12 teacher feedback (e.g., Larson, 1984; Peterson & 
Kauchak, 1982; Follman 1992) and concluded that administrators and instructional 
coaches can get a strong sense of the quality of instruction through periodic classroom 
observations. Students, however, “are the only one of the teacher’s clients who have 
direct knowledge about classroom practices on a regular basis” (Follman, p. 6). These 
authors found that students, with their unique experience of regular contact with teachers 
in the classroom, are a potential source of valuable feedback on instruction. 
As mentioned above, universities have widespread implementation of end-of-term 




However, surveying K-12 students is not unprecedented. A number of survey tools exist 
for gathering school climate information about issues such as social connections, sense of 
welcome, perception of the school facilities, and safety (Panorama Education, 2016). 
Additionally, several organizations have created surveys on instruction, such as the 
Tripod Survey and My Student Survey (see below for more detail). These surveys are 
designed in the mold of end-of-term instructional feedback such as that gathered at 
universities. This grant aims to build a tool that allows students to log feedback about 
their experience as a student during a lesson. 
After creating the student feedback tool, I will pilot the tool to examine my 
research questions: What sort of feedback options (format, timing, quantity) do high 
school students and teachers find most useful in a touch-screen app? To what degree can 
a touchscreen app provide technically adequate measures of instruction? What are 
teachers’ perceptions of this feedback? Potentially this tool may help teachers capture 
larger trends or observations to which they are currently unaware. For example, teachers 
may find that big picture instructional choices—length of lecture, number and type of 
worksheets, readings, group work, etc.—that they assume are received well by their 
students, are in fact not. This tool will give students the capacity to formally share their 
opinions. Additionally, a critical question is whether teachers will be able to use this tool 
in the classroom without disrupting instruction. 
As an administrator at a large public high school in Oregon who is responsible for 
instructional leadership, I have similar questions about the potential for student feedback 
as an instructional feedback tool. These questions have been the focus of prior research, 




instructional feedback through the development of this tool would make a significant 
contribution to efforts to improve instruction.  
Per the grant competition RFA, the next section describes the national 
significance of the study, followed by a description of how the study will meet two 
priorities of this grant competition: (a) serving high-needs students; (b) increasing the 
number of effective principals. 
National Significance 
Myriad barriers exist to supporting instructional improvement: administrators 
with limited time to support teachers, lack of funding to hire instructional coaches, 
administrators who lack expertise to help teachers improve instruction, and lack of time 
for teachers to reflect on and adjust instruction. The development of this student feedback 
tool leverages an untapped resource already available to schools: the students themselves. 
Expanding the sources of instructional feedback to include student perspective will 
increase the regularity with which teachers receive feedback and diversify the 
perspectives of such feedback. As the recipients of their educational experience, students 
will be able to offer additional information about the instruction they receive. 
Feedback is critical to changes in instruction. In a review of the prior research on 
instructional feedback, nine of the eleven studies found that student feedback influenced 
teachers’ instructional choices (Clark & Bergstrom, 1983; Clark & Mather, 1979; Gage, 
Runkels, Chatterjee, 1960; Hoban, 2000; Jain, 2014; Jarrett, Field, & Koppi, 2010; 
Nelson, Ysseldyke, & Christ, 2015; Tuckman & Yates, 1980; and Wickramasinghe & 
Timpson, 2006). Additionally, researchers found that teachers who faced dissonance—
when their perception of their own teaching did not match their students’ feedback about 




Gage, Runkel, and Chatterjee (1960) described this phenomenon as the Equilibrium 
Theory, which asserts that teachers naturally want to reach equilibrium between their 
own perception and their students’ perceptions. Hoban (2000) also observed this effect in 
his study; he found that teachers who are out of equilibrium are more likely to make 
adjustments to their instruction in order to have their and their students’ perceptions come 
closer to matching. 
Finally, regardless of the impact student feedback has on improving instruction, 
some research suggests that by simply asking students for their opinion, classroom 
morale improves. Jain (2014), Nelson, Ysseldyke, and Christ (2015), and 
Wickramasinghe and Timpson (2006) found that the simple act of involving students in 
evaluating their education—in all of these studies, this is done by asking for student 
feedback through written surveys—improved the classroom environment. 
We live in an era when one in five students in the United States does not earn 
their high school diploma and where it is the norm to have limited resources in schools. 
Thus, developing a mechanism for gathering student feedback that is both inexpensive 
and leverages the untapped resource of student voice is an important project to undertake 
and one that could be replicated nationally. 
Invitational Priorities 
This project focuses on two of the invitational priorities described in the Request 
for Applications: Priority 1, improving academic outcomes of high-need students, and 
Priority 2, increase the number of effective principals in public schools. 
Priority 1 – Supporting High-Need Students. The purpose of this project is to 
create a feedback tool that empowers students to contribute their voice about teachers’ 




poverty, skill level deficiency, use of a second language, trauma such as homelessness or 
substance abuse, and/or navigation of school with a disability (Department of Education, 
2018). Further, evidence suggests there is a gap in teacher quality between schools with 
higher proportions of high needs students and those with lower proportions of high needs 
students (Lankford, Loeb, Wyckoff, 2002). As a result, those students with the greatest 
needs often have teachers with less experience or fewer credentials, leading to questions 
about equitable access to effective teachers. By creating a method for giving feedback to 
their instructors, high-need students will have a way to communicate with their teacher 
and, thus, attain greater voice with regard to their education. This additional voice will 
allow schools and teachers to better understand how to meet the needs of the very 
students most in need of their instruction, as well as specific areas in which instruction 
can be adjusted to meet those needs. This project aims to create a tool that increases the 
knowledge teachers have about the instructional experiences of all students, especially 
high-need students, as they navigate school. 
Priority 2 – Improving the Effectiveness of Principals. Public school 
administrators have myriad and disparate tasks and, as noted in the grant competition 
RFA, often lack sufficient preparatory training as well as ongoing professional 
development and supports. As such, additional tools and supports that are cost effective 
and time efficient are attractive options to increase principal effectiveness. A primary 
responsibility of principals is instructional leadership of their teaching staff. This 
instructional feedback tool will allow teachers to get more regular feedback on their 
instruction. Further, by adjusting the questions used on the tool, feedback can be targeted 
based on teacher need and interest. It is hypothesized that principal effectiveness will be 




coaching role to identify areas for improvement and creating questions that ask students 
for feedback on targeted areas. This tool will increase principal effectiveness by enabling 
principals to rely not only on their own limited time in the classroom giving feedback, but 





CHAPTER III: PROJECT DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT PLAN 
This project fits within the Education, Innovation, and Research (EIR) early-phase 
grants by creating a tool to gather instructional feedback from all students, including 
high-needs students, aimed at supporting and enhancing the effectiveness of public 
school principals to serve as instructional leaders. Specifically, this project will address 
the following questions: What sort of feedback options (format, timing, quantity) do high 
school students and teachers find most useful in a touch-screen app? To what degree can 
a touchscreen app provide technically adequate measures of instruction? What are 
teachers’ perceptions of this feedback? This chapter starts with a description of the logic 
model for the project and then details the project’s four phases: tool development, 
feedback and coaching protocol, pilot testing, and preliminary rollout.  
Logic Model for the Project 
Figure 1 presents the logic model for the project, displaying the interplay among 
the resources/inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and impact as they work within a 
framework of identified assumptions. 
As shown in the logic model, there are four assumptions derived from my review 
of the research guiding this study: (a) instruction can be improved by giving instructional 
feedback to teachers (Hattie & Timperley, 2007); (b) high school students are able to give 
valid instructional feedback (Kyriakides, 2005; Nelson, Demers, & Christ, 2014); and (c) 
teachers are willing to receive instructional feedback from their students (Clark & 
Mather, 1979; Hoban, 2000). A further assumption is that feedback systems can be 
implemented in a way so as to minimize disruption to the learning environment while 




and Mather (1979) upon which this tool is based, students were taught to input feedback 




Figure 1.  








Historically, teachers receive instructional feedback from administrators and, in 
some districts, instructional coaches. Newly developed digital student feedback tools 
(described below) have emerged to provide additional methods of gathering feedback to 
administrators, teachers, and coaches. However, these tools focus on gathering student 
instructional feedback at the middle or end of a semester/term. As indicated in the logic 
model, this project aims to partner with one of these already-existing companies to build 
a tool that collects instructional feedback while students are being taught a lesson. This 
project involves four phases: (a) partner with an existing education application 
development company to create a prototype for gathering student feedback throughout a 
lesson, (b) develop an instructional feedback framework for sharing this feedback with 
teachers, (c) pilot, assess, and fine-tune the tool and coaching framework in a pilot study 
with high school students and teachers to develop reliability and validity metrics, and (d) 
deploy a preliminary rollout of the tool to multiple sites. 
Research Team 
 A team of two researchers will conduct this project: a principal investigator and a 
research assistant. The principal investigator will be Zachary Lauritzen, who is currently 
an assistant principal at a large, comprehensive high school in Oregon, and is the author 
of this grant. A research assistant, recruited from the University of Oregon’s College of 
Education, will work directly with teachers and students through the project. An excellent 
candidate for this research assistant position is someone who has experience in qualitative 
research methods and in working with students and teachers of grades 9-12.  
Additionally, both an educator advisory board (see Table 3) and student advisory 





model, the educator and student advisory boards will provide feedback to the research 
team on design and deployment of the touchscreen app as well as how to deliver 
feedback to teachers. 
Table 3  
Educator Advisory Board Composition 
Teachers High School Social Studies Teacher 
 High School Math Teacher 
 High School English Teacher 
 High School Science Teacher 
Instructional Experts K-12 Instructional Coach 
 Professor of Education 
 High School Administrator 
 
Recruitment of the educator advisory board will be done through a combination of 
invitations to colleagues, referrals by peers, and, if needed, in announcements through 
local staff communiques. Recruitment for the educator advisory board will intentionally 
recruit teachers from all four core content areas, both men and women, and those with 
varying levels of experience in the field. 
A student advisory board will also be created in order to capture student feedback 
about the touchscreen app. Recruitment for the student advisory board will intentionally 
represent a mix of race, ethnicity, gender, socio-economic status, and age as well as 
intentionally including multiple high risk students. This mix of student types will be 
important during the pilot phase because the sample size of students giving feedback 
about the various components of the tool will not be large enough to disaggregate by 
student characteristics. Students will be called upon to provide feedback about the design 






 The pilot study will be conducted on the campus of a suburban public high school 
in Eugene, Oregon. The school is a comprehensive high school with approximately 1,500 
students, a student population of 81% White, 13% Latino, 2% black, and 4% other races. 
There is a free and reduced lunch rate of 51% and the school is located in a suburban 
neighborhood. The school offers an International Baccalaureate program that serves 
approximately 200 students who are full or part IB diploma track, a comprehensive menu 
of Career and Technical Education classes, German and Spanish languages, music, art, 
and theatre, as well as the traditional core classes. The school fields all state-recognized 
sports teams as well as a number of extracurricular clubs. All teachers have teaching 
credentials from the State of Oregon Teacher, Standards, and Practices Commission. The 
school compares to the following state of Oregon K-12 demographics: 63% White, 23% 
Latino, 2% black, 5% Asian, 1% American Indian, and 6% multi-ethnic with a state-wide 
free. The state-wide free and reduced lunch rate is 51%. While the ethnic breakdowns do 
not mirror state numbers, the school experience and traditions at this setting are typical of 
a traditional, mainstream high school in Oregon. With staff certified through the same 
method as all public schools across the state, the results of this project may be applicable 
to many schools interested in implementing a similar tool for collecting student feedback 
on instruction. 
The vast majority of participating classrooms are laid out in rows and columns of 
desks in classrooms approximately 30 by 45 feet in size. Each class will have 
approximately 30-40 students per classroom. For the purpose of this grant, the 
development of this tool will focus on grades 9-12, to be used in the core subjects of 





grades and subject areas because students in high school are at the highest level of 
cognitive and social development before exiting the K-12 educational system, enabling 
them to provide concrete teacher feedback. Second, the majority of students who drop out 
of school or become chronically truant do so during high school, making them a group 
already exercising control over their education and potentially more likely than younger 
students to take seriously the opportunity to provide instructional feedback.  
Phase I-Tool Development 
 The student feedback collection tool will be developed during Phase I over the 
course of the first six to nine months of the project in the following three steps.  
Step 1: Identify design components of the feedback gathering tool. As 
indicated in the logic model, there is existing expertise in the field of student surveys that 
this project intends to leverage. Five organizations—My Student Survey, Tripod, Youth 
Truth, Panorama Education, and the Quaglia Institute—have created, studied, and 
deployed a variety of student instructional feedback gathering tools for use in the K-12 
setting. These tools are surveys that primarily employ Likert-scale questionnaires 
designed to be administered to students at the end of a term/semester. 
The developer of My Student Survey, Ryan Balch, completed his doctoral work in 
the area of student feedback in conjunction with the State of Georgia as they competed 
for Race to the Top funding (Balch, 2012). Harvard professor Ronald Ferguson also 
created a platform for gathering student feedback: the Tripod survey (MET, 2012). 
Another forum, Youth Truth, began in 2008 through funding from the Bill and Melinda 
Gates Foundation with the aim of building a tool to hear student voice about their 
experiences in education. Panorama Education and the Quaglia Institute also have 





the core assumption of this study—that student feedback can improve instruction—but 
uses the traditional model of surveying students at the conclusion of terms. 
All five organizations have tools that are designed for use in elementary through 
high school and are available in both paper and digital formats. These survey tools ask 
students about a number of constructs of teaching, such as presentation style, classroom 
management skills, ability to act as a counselor, coach, and motivator, and content 
expertise. The questions largely ask for low inference feedback with prompts such as 
“We are learning or working during the entire class period” or “Our class stays busy and 
does not waste time.” To be low inference, prompts ask students to report observations 
about their activities (do they perceive being busy and not wasting time) rather than draw 
conclusions about whether instruction was pedagogically sound. This step of the project 
will review existing survey questions and create a list of questions appropriate for the tool 
this project is developing. 
Just as a number of student feedback tools exist, multiple audience response 
systems are in use today. Audience response systems are a form of technology that 
solicits feedback from a group of people, in real time, during an event, presentation, or 
television show. An example of an audience response system is when television news 
agencies show political debates and collect audience opinions as to their real-time 
impressions during the debate. An organization that has created this type of audience 
response technology platform may be a useful partner for this project, as the app would 
function similarly by gathering student feedback during instruction.  
A number of partners in this technology space exist: (1) Socrative, a web-based 
audience response system company, (2) Poll Everywhere, a web-based live polling 





These organizations have already developed and deployed audience response system 
technology platforms that are used in the K-12 and higher education environments. 
Another potential partner, Dialsmith, LLC, is a Portland, Oregon-based marketing 
research company that measures audience interactions with such things as 
advertisements, films, television shows (e.g., The Colbert Report), sales pitches, and 
speeches (e.g., a 2011 TED Talks event and the 2014 State of the Union address). After 
researching potential partners, I will create a Request for Applications to recruit one that 
best aligns with this project. The successful organization will consult with the research 
team on the development of the app and protocol for the use of the app in classrooms 
with the goal of minimizing the disruptiveness of the app on the classroom experience 
while maximizing the quality of the feedback gathered. 
Step 2: Conduct surveys and focus groups with students and teachers. This 
step will focus on identifying preferences that students and teachers have in the form and 
timing for giving and receiving feedback. This step will ascertain the design components 
for logging real time student feedback without intruding on the lesson. Data from this 
step of the project will be shared with a contracted partner, described above, in the 
preliminary design process. 
The original prototype built by Clark and Mather (1979), the fundamental design 
principles upon which this study is built, gathered student feedback during the lesson and 
made it immediately available, in that moment while in front of students, to the 
instructor. One of my assumptions is that most teachers will not want to receive feedback 
in this way. Rather, the tool developed by this project will have students log observations 
throughout a lesson with the data collated and delivered to the teacher, in private, at the 





assumption needs to be tested by consulting the educator advisory board members as well 
as those educators who participate in the pilot and roll out stages (described below). It is 
the goal of this phase to determine when and how educators would most effectively 
receive student feedback. 
Step 3: Develop stock questions. In addition to when and how feedback is 
delivered to teachers, focus groups can help identify the specific questions available on 
the tool. Previously-developed student survey tools have utilized and vetted questions 
such as: 
1. When you _______, I ________ (Clark & Bergstrom, 1983). 
2. My teacher keeps me thinking during the lesson (Nelson, Demers, & Christ, 
2014). 
3. The assessments allowed me to demonstrate the knowledge and skills I had 
learned (Jarrett, Field, & Koppi, 2010). 
4. This instructor tells students when they do a particularly good job (Rotem, 1978). 
Through consultation with the educator and student advisory boards, we will vet 
questions used in already-created survey instruments in order to create a question list 
available in this newly-developed tool. Additionally, this tool will be designed to allow 
teachers to create additional questions of their own.  
Phase II-Instructional Feedback Framework and App Development Contract 
 Step 1: Identify feedback delivery model. My review of the prior research on 
instructional feedback suggested that student feedback, delivered as raw data, does not 
alone cause a shift in student ratings within constructs of classroom climate and 
instructional presentation. Therefore, a need exists to develop an effective framework for 





varied from as robust as multiday professional development (Wickramasinghe & 
Timpson, 2006) to as simple as a list of replacement strategies accompanying the student 
feedback (Tuckman & Yates, 1980). The literature suggests that student feedback is more 
accessible to teachers when organized into themes (Hoban, 2000) and is more influential 
when paired with some form of coaching (Jain, 2014; Jarrett, Field, & Koppi, 2010; 
Nelson, Ysseldyke, & Christ, 2015). As outlined in the activities section of the logic 
model, during this phase, the project’s research team will review already-developed 
models of delivering instructional feedback to teachers. After identifying potential 
delivery models, the research team will conduct a focus group with the educator advisory 
board to identify adjustments that fit the feedback specific to that gathered by this tool. 
Using the focus group feedback, the research team will finalize the model for how 
student feedback data is shared from this app and how instructional coaching may occur.  
Step 2: Create prototype of feedback gathering tool and web portal. Informed 
by information gathered in Phase I and II, I will create a Request for Application in order 
to identify an appropriate application development company with which to partner. In 
contract with this company, an initial tool prototype and web portal for displaying student 
feedback will be created. 
Phase III-Pilot Testing 
At the conclusion of Phases I and II, a tool prototype and protocol for using the 
tool in the classroom will have been developed. Additionally, procedures for sharing 
student instructional feedback will also have been created. The purpose of Phase III of 
this project is to implement the app in small scale deployment, gather feedback, and make 





Research question one: What sort of feedback options (format, timing, quantity) do high 
school students and teachers find most useful in a touch-screen app? 
1a. Will students report their opinion truthfully, or will they fear consequences 
from giving critical feedback to a teacher they will continue to have?  
Research question two: To what degree can a touchscreen app provide technically 
adequate measures of instruction?  
2a. Do the questions measure the constructs of interest?  
2b. Is the app a reliable data collection instrument?  
2c. Are there technology constraints that hinder the ability to ascertain statistical 
significance?   
Research question three: What are teachers’ perceptions of this feedback?    
3a. To what degree will collecting student feedback during a lesson interrupt or 
interfere with the student learning environment and, thus, the feedback scores? 
3b. In what ways will teachers respond to student feedback?  
As shown in the logic model, Phase III involves the outcome of piloting the tool 
in order to trial and improve the product. In this phase, the tool will be deployed at one 
high school site in a random sample of core classrooms (Language Arts, Mathematics, 
Social Sciences, and Science) to complete the pilot test. In this phase, the research team 
will use mixed methods (described below) to begin gathering data about the tool, the in-
class deployment protocol, and the feedback mechanism with the goal of using this 
feedback to improve the implementation of the app and feedback tool.  
At the pilot site, a sample of two teachers from each core subject area will be 
selected for participation. Participation will be optional, and volunteers will be identified 





and staff bulletins. The research team will work to purposively select the sample in order 
to have a mix of participants based on years of experience and gender, though because no 
teachers will be compelled to participate, and care will be taken so as not to violate any 
components of the collective bargaining agreement, this may not be possible. As noted in 
the budget below, participating teachers will not be financially compensated, though 
substitute teachers will be paid for by the study so that teacher participants are 
committing professional, not personal, time. Food will be provided to focus groups.  
In this phase, we will implement the tool in eight classrooms, confer with students 
and teachers, make adjustments to components as needed, and repeat the process with the 
same group of teachers. To gather student feedback during the pilot stage, we will form 
student focus groups. The research team will use a combination of convenience (using 
students in the classrooms that are piloting the tool) and purposive (intentionally recruit 
students from each grade level) sampling (Babbie, 2007). The focus groups will be asked 
standardized questions with less-structured follow-up probes. Standardized questions will 
enhance cross-case analysis while the follow-up probe flexibility affords the opportunity 
to gain a deeper understanding of responses (Creswell, 2016). These focus groups can 
occur when students are available, such as at the end of class, at lunch, or after school. 
Students will be asked about their experience in the classroom which will then be 
compared with the data collected by the feedback tool. The same sampling procedures 
described above—convenience and purposive—will be employed to create these focus 
groups.  
Phase IV-Preliminary Rollout 
 Following pilot testing, the principal investigator and research assistant will 





tool, and observations made by the research team. The qualitative data will be organized 
into themes, such as: classroom disruption, question quality, and quality and utility of the 
online feedback portal. Working in conjunction with the range of project stakeholders— 
the audience response consultant, the educator and student advisory boards, and the app 
and web developer—the team will adjust the tool in order to reduce classroom disruption, 
improve question quality, and increase the tool’s ease of use. Once in place, the tool will 
be prepared for a preliminary rollout to see if results are consistent at various sites. 
 As a tool designed to support high needs students, the preliminary rollout will be 
targeted in Oregon high schools with large populations of high needs students. During the 
tool development stage, the principal investigator will recruit high schools for 
participation in the Phase IV rollout by contacting all high schools in Oregon that have 
been identified as a “priority school” by the Oregon Department of Education (ODE). 
The ODE has defined “priority schools” as schools with high poverty student populations 
that were ranked in the bottom 5% of Title 1 schools in the state based on a state-
developed ratings formula. As of their latest publication of priority schools during the 
2014-2015 school year, ODE has identified 14 priority high schools in the state as shown 






Figure 2.  
Map of all Oregon Department of Education-Identified Priority High Schools 
 
At each school, one to four teachers from each core subject area, depending on the 
size of the school, will be identified for participation. Participation will be optional, and 
volunteers will be identified through teacher and administrative assistance and then 
randomly selected to be part of the intervention or comparison group (see evaluation plan 
below). Replicating the methods used in prior research, the research team will use the 
following procedure: (a) gather student feedback and share it with the teacher; (b) give 
teachers four to six weeks to implement instructional changes based on the feedback; (c) 
return and again gather student feedback and look for shifts in student perception of 
instruction (Gage, Runkels, Chatterjee, 1960; Jain, 2014; Nelson, Ysseldyke, & Christ, 
2015; Rotem, 1978; Ryan, 1974; and Tuckman & Yates, 1980). For this rollout, the 





applications of student feedback and look for additional shifts in instruction. As in Phase 
III, a member of the research team will use triangulation to assess to what degree 
instructional shifts align with student feedback. For example, the research team will 
compare the student feedback a teacher receives to the instruction the research team sees 
in the classroom with the goal of seeing correlation between student feedback and 
instructional shifts. Each site will require three visits, each with a duration of five school 
days, accounted for in the project budget. 
Validity Constraints and Limitations 
 There are a variety of potential validity constraints and limitations inherent in this 
project. These include both quantitative validity of the instrument and overall validity—
both qualitative and quantitative—of the overall project. These will be discussed in the 
section that follows. 
Tool validity. During Phase IV, the psychometric properties of the tool will be 
explored, such as differences in scores between types of students, differences in scores 
between successive ratings by students, score comparisons between teachers from across 
the core curriculum (e.g., natural sciences, language arts, social sciences, and 
mathematics), and comparison data with other performance measures that are collected 
(such as student assessment scores or administrative instructional feedback). Previous 
research into student feedback tool validation will guide my quantitative method 
strategies. For example, Kyriakides (2005), Jain (2014), Murray (1983) and Nelson, 
Demers, and Christ (2014) utilized factor analysis, test-retest, and Cronbach’s Alpha to 
determine question reliability. These researchers also calculated the between-question 
correlation coefficients and used exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis to 





Overall project validity. Separate from the tool validity, I will minimize threats 
to the overall project validity, both the qualitative and the quantitative aspects. The 
qualitative aspects include triangulation and respondent validation, also known as 
member checks. The quantitative aspects include purposive random sampling, history, 
and testing. 
Qualitative validity. Triangulation will be used to compare different sources of 
data about a singular event to determine if similar observations are being made (Creswell, 
2016). The research team will triangulate data by observing classrooms where the app is 
being used, collecting observational data, and comparing it to what students report using 
the feedback tool. Patton (2002) suggests the use of what he calls triangulating analysts, 
i.e. not only comparing multiple data sources, but having multiple independent analysts 
look the data and compare their conclusions. The principal investigator will select a 
previously-developed and widely-used classroom observation tool (such as Danielson’s 
Framework) as the method for collecting comparison data. A member of the research 
team will observe classrooms and compare their observations with the student feedback 
to determine if student reports match these observations (Maxwell, 2013). Although 
observation tools observe multiple teaching constructs, in these observations for 
triangulation, data will only be collected on those aspects of teaching about which 
students are prompted to give feedback.  
A second method to assess qualitative validity is through respondent validation, or 
member checks. In this approach, the research team will collect student feedback using 
the tool and share that feedback with the students who just recorded the feedback during 





representation of their experience (Maxwell, 2013). The protocol for selecting students in 
order to complete member checks is described in Phase III. 
Quantitative validity. Quantitative validity of the overall project includes 
considerations during the pilot test and the rollout phase.  
Pilot test validity considerations include random sample variability and selection 
bias. Because teacher participation will be voluntary, a number of variables could lead to 
a non-representative sample. For example, the study requires teachers to be out of the 
classroom with a substitute teacher, which may result in a bias toward teachers 
participating who want to be out of the classroom. Additionally, teachers will be 
identified by methods such as word of mouth and professional recommendation, which 
may result in a non-representative pool of candidates from which to choose a sample.  
An additional sampling concern is the implications of choosing a purposive 
sample. Because we aim to have representation from various groups of teachers—amount 
of experience, gender, teaching ability, etc.—we will intentionally select teachers that 
represent each of these categories. However, the more the sample is purposive, with the 
goal to represent such groups, the less random it becomes and, thus, the less generalizable 
are the results to the general population of teachers. Moreover, as the sample becomes 
smaller and more specific, the opportunity for sampling error grows.  
As a pre-post test design, additional rollout phase considerations include history 
and the Hawthorne Effect. History refers to the additional variables that can occur during 
the time lapse between the pre and post test that may also impact the dependent variable, 
in this case, changes in instruction. Due to the fact that four to six weeks pass between 
the application of the independent variable—giving teachers feedback from students—





development, personal trauma, change of students in the classroom, etc., may also 
contribute to changes in instruction. As discussed in the evaluation plan, there will be 
teachers in both control (do not receive student feedback) and experimental (student 
feedback is shared with the teachers) groups of teachers where shifts in instruction will be 
compared. Differences in these groups at the end of the experiment may suggest the 
feedback tool, not other factors, influenced instructional choices. The Hawthorne Effect 
refers to the fact that because the participating teachers know they are part of a study that 
measures changes in instruction, there is an increase in likelihood that they will make 
changes in order to have a measurable impact on their post-test results. This is known as 
the Hawthorne Effect. The research team will attempt to reduce this effect by extending 
the study a second feedback cycle during Phase IV. This extension of time reduces the 
likelihood that short term changes impact results. Further, by consulting with each 






CHAPTER IV: PROJECT EVALUATION 
This section presents the evaluation plan for the project. I will contract with an 
external evaluator to conduct an independent evaluation throughout the duration of the 
study. The evaluator will monitor each phase of the project to confirm adherence to the 
activities proposed in the grant application and to assess project outcomes. 
Phase I-Tool Development 
 Development of this touchscreen app requires contracting with a third-party app 
and web portal development company. The external evaluator will review the RFA, 
including the selection criteria, and confirm that multiple bids are received and that an 
appropriate contractor is selected. Preference, in descending order, will be given to 
organizations that have experience developing digital instructional feedback surveys, 
experience developing web portals that share data, experience with audience response 
systems, and cost competitiveness.  
This phase also calls for an RFA to recruit a consultant with expertise in audience 
response systems. The external evaluator will again review the RFA, including the 
selection criteria, and confirm that multiple bids are received and that an appropriate 
consultant is selected. Preference, in descending order, will be given to organizations that 
have experience with audience response systems and educational settings. 
Additionally, this phase calls for focus groups with both educators and students. 
The external evaluator will review the makeup of focus groups to confirm that focus 
group sampling is appropriate. Further, the evaluator will sit in on a random sample of 
focus groups to ascertain if responses are authentic and accurately recorded. Authenticity 






Phase II-Instructional Feedback Framework 
Phase II of the project entails the development of the framework for sharing 
student feedback to teachers. The external evaluator will confirm that sufficient research 
into existing instructional feedback frameworks is completed and that the feedback 
gathering session conducted with the educator advisory board is conducted with fidelity. 
Phase III-Pilot Testing 
Throughout pilot testing, a number of tasks will be evaluated. Deployment of the 
app requires training teachers in the use of the app as well as conducting focus groups 
and interviews with students and teachers, respectively, who use the app. The evaluator 
will also verify that the experience of both educator and student advisory boards are 
relevant and related to the study purpose and that participation is voluntary. 
Phase IV-Preliminary Rollout 
 Phase IV will be evaluated in two stages. First, the evaluator will ascertain the 
fidelity with which the team implements the feedback from pilot testing into the tool and 
feedback framework. The evaluator will look for the faithful implementation of themes 
for improvement that are shared with the research team. Second, during the rollout 
period, the evaluator will review that appropriate efforts were made to recruit 
participation from all ODE-identified “priority schools.” Further, the evaluator will 
confirm that a purposive sample is taken among participating teachers within each rollout 
site. If more teachers volunteer for participation than can be utilized, the evaluator will 
confirm that the team randomly selects from the potential participants. Further, in 
addition to confirming that these activities are carried out to the specifications of this 
grant application, the evaluator will monitor the validation techniques describe above, 





Evaluation of Project Outcomes 
 To assess the project outcomes and to judge whether student feedback results in 
instructional shifts, the evaluator will compare the results of pre and post surveys 
administered to students in core subject classes whose teachers were not selected for 
preliminary rollout to the results for students whose teachers received feedback during 
preliminary rollout to see if differences in instruction exist between the intervention and 
comparison groups of teachers. 
Project Adjustment 
In case adjustments to the project are needed, such as in time estimates or 
personnel needs, the external evaluator will confirm that such adjustments adhere to the 
scope and intended outcomes of the grant proposal as well as still allow completion of the 
project within time and budget parameters. 
Evaluation Resources and Deliverables 
Five percent of the project budget is allocated for the evaluation. There will be 
monthly meetings between the evaluator and Principal Investigator to monitor progress. 
An evaluation report will be submitted by the evaluator to me as the Principal 





CHAPTER V: IMPLICATIONS 
The touchscreen app created and pilot-tested as a result of this project will be the 
first tool of its kind since Clark and Mather’s pioneering work in 1979. As such, this tool 
will open up opportunities for several areas of further research as well as implications for 
practice and replication in other schools. As a tool development project, if I find that this 
tool can consistently and accurately gather student feedback, additional grant 
opportunities could be sought to support further implementation of the tool in order to 
research how feedback gathered during a lesson impacts future instructional choices. 
This tool will be developed, piloted, and rolled out to a cohort of secondary 
schools, which is a population of students for which there is a dearth of research on the 
impact of student feedback on instruction. As such, further research could look at how 
this tool may assist secondary level teachers in identifying areas for instructional growth. 
Researchers could compare the differences among different types of feedback, measuring 
changes in teacher instruction after receiving feedback from an administrator, feedback 
from after-class student surveys, and student feedback collected throughout a lesson. 
This tool, once created, piloted, and refined, has the potential for transforming the 
information teachers and administrators gather about instructional practices. While 
teachers have informal methods—observations, student work, conversations with 
students, etc.—for determining what students think about their instruction, this tool 
would systematically capture student instructional feedback while instruction occurs. 
This “real time” data can be used to help teachers improve instruction in a variety of 
ways. For one thing, the data provided by the app could help teachers identify what 
specific instructional choices excite and engage students and which lose student interest. 





(Stevens & Bavelier, 2012), meaning teacher effectiveness may improve if they are able 
to identify what practices increase attention. In addition to helping teachers make better 
instructional choices, data gathered by this tool will enable principals to more efficiently 
serve in a coaching capacity, thus improving principal effectiveness. 
While this grant ends after two years and testing at seven sites, a tool will be 
created that has been tested on a narrow population: seven high schools in Oregon in the 
four core subject areas. Further deployment and testing of the tool in various 
environments—additional subject matter, different class sizes, outside of Oregon, etc.—
will be important replication work. 
Knowing the degree to which various instructional approaches capture student 
interest is a critical tool for teachers. If this app is shown to provide valuable insight into 
what instructional practices positively resonate with their students, teachers would be 
better able to make informed pedagogical choices such as the length of a lecture or how 







CHAPTER VI: BUDGET 
This section provides the budget narrative for the project. First, salaries, 
wages, and fringe benefits are described for the project personnel. Next, costs for 
travel, project materials, participant support, and facilities and administrative 
costs are explained. Finally, contracting costs for the creation of the survey app, 
the online data portal, and the app deployment protocol consultation are 
explained. The total budget for the project is $759,246 (see Table 4). 
Salaries and Wages 
Zachary Lauritzen will serve as the Principal Investigator for the project and 
will be allocated 1.0 FTE for the duration of the project. Dr. Lauritzen will be 
responsible for the oversight and coordination of the project, including: interfacing 
between educator and student advisory groups and the app development company, 
recruiting and training a research assistant for facilitating focus groups and pilot testing, 
recruiting schools for pilot testing, and overseeing the pilot test and rollout. The project 
will hire a half time Research Assistant (.5 FTE) to conduct focus groups and facilitate 
pilot testing. Second year salary and benefit costs increase 2% to account for COLA and 
inflation. 
Fringe Benefits  
Fringe benefits are based on Bethel School District employee contracts. The 
principal investigator will receive fringe benefits on a fully loaded 1.0 FTE basis. As an 
hourly employee, the research assistant will receive partial benefits with an additional 
loading of their salary at 50%, including health insurance, unemployment insurance, 






Phase III pilot testing will occur at a local site; therefore, travel is solely required 
during Phase IV. State of Oregon per diem rates include nightly lodging of $93, daily 
meal per diem of $51, and mileage of $0.55. Travel costs for Phase IV are based on an 
average site distance of 235 miles (roundtrip) from Eugene, Oregon, and a total of 42 site 
visits (14 sites at three visits per site). 
Project Materials 
Project materials for the entire project are budgeted at $3,300. These include 
project supplies (paper, binders, etc.), food and beverages for focus group and advisory 
group participants, and the purchase of the program Atlas.ti to code the qualitative data. 
As a current employee of Bethel School District, the principal investigator will not 
require additional technology; however, the research assistant will require a laptop 
computer. A line item of $2,000 affords this purchase for use in data collection, entry, 
and analysis. 
Participant Support 
This project calls for ongoing input from both an Educator Advisory Board and a 
Student Advisory Board. Participants of the Educator Board will receive a $500 
honorarium for their time. Each member of the Student Advisory Board will receive $250 
compensation for their time. 
Facilities and Administrative Cost 
As a school district-sponsored project, facilities and administrative costs are 
17% of the project budget (this calculation does not include consulting contracts). 
Rates are based on estimated facilities and administrative costs charged by the Bethel 





Assistant. This also include basic technological infrastructure such, internet, printing 
services, phones, technology support, etc. 
Contracted Services 
 This project will require the development of a touchscreen app as well as a web 
portal that receives and serves as host of student feedback data. The work of Phase I and 
II of this project will develop an RFA that outlines required components. A number of 
inputs impact the cost of app development, including but not limited to the number of 
platforms that are capable of hosting the app, the variability of interfaces, and the degree 
and complexity of web presence. Considering the aims of this project, with limited 
interface options and a simple web presence, there is an estimated cost of $250,000. This 
estimate covers the initial development as well as ongoing revisions after pilot testing and 
the maintenance of the app and web portal through completion of the project. 
 An additional contracting cost will be incurred in hiring consultation from experts 
in audience response systems (Phase I). These experts will provide guidance in the 
development of app use protocols in the classroom and be consulted a second time at the 
beginning of Phase IV as the research team adjusts the tool in response to pilot testing. A 






Table 4       
Project budget       
Bethel School District       
RESEARCH TEAM SALARIES/WAGES Salary 12 Month   1st year 2nd year 
Total  Base Period Hours Total 
Lauritzen, Zachary 
(Principal Investigator) 
 $98,000 100.00% 1760 $98,000 $99,960 
Research Assistant  $15/hr  880 $13,200 $13,464 
   Total Salaries & Wages $111,200 $113,424 
      
CONSULTING EXPENSES      
App and Web Portal Developer    $250,000 $0 
Audience Response System Consultant   $15,000 $0 
   Total Consulting Costs $265,000 $0 
      
      
BETHEL SCHOOL DISTRICT PERSONNEL FRINGE BENEFITS    
Benefits for 12-mo. appts.      
Lauritzen, Zachary 12 Month District 
Administrator 
 75%  $56,250 $57,375 
Research Assistant Administrative 
Assistant 
 50%  $6,600 $6,732 
   Total Fringe Benefits $62,850 $64,107 
      
SUPPLIES       





Hosting focus and advisory groups (refreshments)    $1,000 $1,000 
Technology    $2,000 $0 
Atlas.ti     $300 $0 
   Total Supplies $3,800 $1,500 
      
TRAVEL       
Vehicle Mileage  $.56/mile 235 miles $132   
Meals  $51/day 5 days $255   
Lodging  $93/night 4 nights $372   
Travel cost per Phase IV visit    $759  42 visits 
   Total Travel  $31,878 
      
PARTICIPANT SUPPORT       
Educator Advisory Board Stipend (7 participants) $500  7 $3,500 $0 
Student Advisory Board Stipend (8 participants $250  8 $2,000 $0 
    Total Stipends $5,500 $0 
SUBTOTAL DIRECT COSTS  $448,350 $210,909 
   
TWO-YEAR TOTAL DIRECT COSTS  $659,259 
Project Evaluation 5% $32,963 
Facilities/Administrative Costs Paid to Bethel SD 17% $67,024 









Writing a grant application for my dissertation has provided me with experience 
in how to design a larger scale, externally-funded study than I would have been able to 
complete independently as a dissertation. Further, it allowed me to identify a need in my 
profession and one of personal interest: developing methods for soliciting student voice 
regarding teacher instruction. This dissertation grant application allowed me to gain 
experience in developing a budget and timeline for the proposed project and assemble an 
appropriate research team to conduct the project. As I continue in the field of educational 
administration, the skills acquired to write a grant application will be directly applicable 
to my future work.  
The EIR submission format differs from the graduate school dissertation format, 
which would require me to make several adjustments if I submit this grant application. 
For example, the RFA limits the grant application to 25 pages, double-spaced, including 
references. If I were to submit this grant application, I would need to submit a web-based 
Notice of Intent to Apply by February of the year in which I apply. The full application 
would then need to be submitted through the online submission portal by April of that 
year through grants.gov. 
Additionally, I would likely alter the proposed project personnel before 
submission to EIR because it is unlikely EIR would fund a project with only two 
personnel. Rather, I would seek to solicit interest in additional researchers who would 
also want to spend time on the project. I would reallocate the budget to shift only 50% of 
the time to me as principal investigator and recruit two to three additional team members 
who would be allocated .1-.3 FTE in order to add expertise in areas such as survey and 





project team that includes survey and assessment expertise, I would get their advice on 
ways to minimize validity threats, such as, multiple baselines and/or adding control or 
comparison groups to decrease validity threats. 
Prior to submitting the grant, I would conduct a pilot study using questions vetted 
in previous student instructional feedback research by leveraging Google Survey 
technology to collect student feedback during a lesson. This pilot would give valuable 
information upon which we could identify design aspects of the tool. It would also 
provide insight into how students treat an instructional feedback tool and how teachers 
perceive and want to receive student instructional feedback, as well as the coaching that 
could potentially be delivered with the feedback. This pilot could be used as proof of 
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